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UIIITIw STATES DISTRICT COURT 

o ->is lRict o? hew yoax 

- . - ~ 

UNIT"' STATES 07 AMERICA 
-v - 

iSOIUIJ h. HALL, 

Defendant. 


IiNDIC1^2iT 


73 Cj:. ^ OX, 


The Grand Jury charges: 

On or about the 25th day of January, 1973, 
in the Southern District of New York, MORRIS L. HALL, 
the defendant, unlawfully, wilfully and knowingly, 
did, by force, violence, and intimidation, take from 
the person and presence of anotner money, to w^t, 
approximately $21,000.00, belonging to, and in the 
care, custody, control, management and possession of, 
the Security National Rank, 1121 Madison Avenue, New 
York, Hew York, a bank., the deposits of which were 
then insured by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp¬ 
oration. 

(Title 13, United States Code, Section 2113(a).) 


r?*‘ % '» V.' * -J 


PAUL J. CURRAN 
United States Attorney 
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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON SUPPRESSION MOTION 
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ITJTI2D STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OP MEU YORK 




UIIXTED STATES OP AMERICA, 
-against- 


KORRIS L. HALL, 


Defendant. 


73 Crln. 802 


STEWART, DISTRICT JODOE: 


The defendant, Morris Hall, was Indicted for 


w ,1 »« 
t-n 

S * 


robbery, for allegedly forcefully taking a sum of money from 
the Security National Bank, 1121 Madison Avenue, New York City 
on January 25, 1973. The defendant made several motions to 
suppress evidence on which pre-trial hearings were conducted 
outside the presence of a Jury. For the purpose of these 
suppression motions, this Court makes the following findings 
of fact and conclusions of law: 


Pre-arrest photographic Identifications. 


Following the robbery. New York City police and the ' 
Federal Bureau of Investigation Interviewed bank employees 
who were eye witnesses to the robbery, and displayed to them 
several photographic spreads. Three eye witnesses, Mrs. O'Rourke, 


Mrs. Morrison and Mr. Sullivan testified at the suppression 
hearings. 

Mrs. O'Rourke was the head teller at the Security 
National Bank on the day of the robbery and the person from 


JAW ***»’" * 
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whon the robber took the money. She observed the robber face- 
to-face for a period of two or three minutes under good light¬ 
ing conditions. The robber wore no mask nor disguise. 

Later on the day of the robbery Mrs. O'Rourke was 
shown "hundreds" of photographs by the New York City police 
from which she did not pick out the robber. 

Subsequently Mrs. O’Rourke net twice with investi¬ 
gators from the F.B.I. On January 31» 1973 she was shown a 

booklet containing twenty-five to thirty bank surveillance 

1 / 

photographs of black bank robbery suspects. (Government's Ex. 
8). Mrs. O'Rourke did identify one photograph as depicting 
someone who looked "most like" the man who robbed her bank on 
January 25. In April of 1973, Mrs. O'Rourke was shown seven 
"mug shot" photographs by F.B.I. agents (Government's Exhibits 
1-7). Each photograph contained a front and side view of a 


young black man in street clothes. From this spread, Mrs. 
O'Rourke picked two photos, both of which depicted persons she 


thought looked like the robber 


The booklet shown to the eye witnesses at the hearing was, 
apparently out of necessity, not precisely the same booklet 
previously shown to those witnesses by the F.B.I. The F.B.I. 
maintains a booklet of ouch photos on a revolving basis, adding 
new suspects and deleting suspects, apparently after the 
particular bank robbery case depicted in the surveillance 
photos has been resolved. The booklet shown to Mrs. O'Rourke 
and Mrs. Morrison ( infra ) at the hearing contained many, but 
not all, of the same pictures as the booklet shown to them on 
January 31* including the picture they had previously identi¬ 
fied as depicting the robber. 

The defendant is a twenty-nine year old black man. 









day of the robbery, first observed the nan who was to rob the 
bank pacing back and forth outside the bank for about five 
minutes. Subsequently she observed him in the bank, as he 
was effecting the robbery, for about seven minutes under good 
lighting conditions. 

Like Mrs. O'Rourke, Mrs. Morrison was shown by the 

P.B.I. the booklet of twenty-five to thirty black bank robbery 

suspects on January 31» 1973 and the spread of seven black 

males in April, 1973. In January, Mrs. Morrison identified one 

picture as depicting the robber (the same one identified on 

that date by Mrs. O'Rourke) and in April she also identified 

one of the seven mug shots as depicting the robber (one of the 

two picked out at that time by Mrs. O'Rourke). At no time while 

presenting these photographs to Mrs. O'Rourke or Mrs. Morrison 

prior to their making the identifications, did the agents suggest 

that they were interested in an identification of any particular 
2 / 

person. 

Mr. Sullivan was a bank guard at the Security National 
Banli on the day of the robbery. During the robbery, the robber 
managed to tale Mr. Sullivan's gun from him, and use it to com¬ 
plete the robbery. Mr. Sullivan therefore had an opportunity 
to view the robber at close quarters for two or three minutes 

2 / The agents may have indicated tacit pleasure at Mrs. Morrison's 
April identification, but such Indication clearly came after 
Mrs. Morrison made that identification. 
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under good lighting conditions. 

Mr. Sullivan testified that he had, on two occasions, 
been shown photographs by the P.B.I., but that on neither 
occasion had he been shown a booklet of photographs similar 
to Government's Exhibit 8. Rather, he was shown "seven pic¬ 
tures ... on one sheet of paper." But he also testified that 
he had not been shown the seven photographs which constitute 
Government's Exhibits 1-7. Counsel for the government 
adduced testimony that Mr. Sullivan did previously Identify a 
photograph which is contained ir Government's Exhibit 8, as 
depicting a man Mr. Sullivan thought looked like the robber, 
but the testimony leaves unclear the spread from which that 
identification was made. 

The defendant seeks to preclude these eye witnesses 
from m. king any in-court Identification of the defendant on 
the ground that the pre-arrest identifications may have beeA 
impermissibly suggestive so as to give rise to a substantial 
likelihood of mlsldentlflcatlon at trial. 

In deciding this question, the Court must evaluate 
the totality of the circumstances. Simmons v. United State s, 

390 U.S. 377 (1968). With respect to Mrs. O'Rourke and Mrs. 
Morrison, it is clear that none of the photographs shown to 
them by the F.B.I. were tainted by any Impermissible sugges¬ 
tion. On the occasions of their discussions with P.B.I. Investi¬ 
gators, they were each time shown seven or more photographs of 
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youthful black men, many of whom bear a resemblance to the 
defendant. Where the defendant's photograph was Included 
in a spread, there was nothing on the *. *. ture Itself or In 
the manner of presentation which would have tended to single 
him out. Mrs. O'Rourke's rather Indecisive Identifications, 
while they may reflect on the credibility of any ln-court 
Identification she would make, buttress our finding that the 
photographs and the manner of their presentation to htn£ and 
Mrs. Morrison were In no way suggestive. 

As to the "hundreds" of photographs shown to Mrs. 
O'Rourke by the New York City police on the day of the robbery, 
her failure to ma’"» any Identification of the robber from 
among them, while it may raise questions under Brady v. Maryland . 
373 U.S. 83 (1963) (i.e.. If a photograph of the defendant was 
In fact among those shown), makes It unlikely that the pro¬ 
cedure was suggestive, and virtually Impossible that such pro¬ 
cedure would result In a "substantial likelihood of mlsidentlfl- 
cation." United States v. Evans, 484 ?.2d 1178, 1184 (2d Cir. 


1973) 


Defendant's motion to suppress Mrs. O'Rourke's and 


Mrs. Morrison's Identification testimony as to the Identity of 
the robber Is denied. 

Mr. Sullivan's Identification testimony Is another 
matter. His pre-trial testimony fails to reveal the photo¬ 
graphic spreads from which he was able to pick out a photograph 
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which he believed to depict the robber, or their method of 
presentation. Since vre cannot discern how Mr. Sullivan 
made his Identification, we cannot decide whether or not such 
procedure was unduly suggestive or If so. If It vtould result In 
a substantial likelihood of mlsldentlflcatlon at trial. 

As between the parties, the government has the 
only access to the Information we seek. Therefore, we must 
grant the defendant's motion to suppress Mr. Sulllvan^s testi¬ 
mony as to any ln-court Identification of the robber. 

II. Seizure of a gun by New York City police and defendant's 
post-arrest statement to the police . 

On April 13, 1973 at midday, several New York City 
policemen were approached, while eating breakfast in a lunch¬ 
eonette on West 125th Street in Manhattan, by one Arthur 

V 

Dancy. Mr. Dancy Informed the police that the man behind them, 
who was the defendant Morris Hall, had a gun, and that he was 
"bothering" Dancy. Two of the policemen. Detective D’Alba and 


3/ In announcing its decision from the bench prior to 

trial, this Court gave the government the opportunity to 
come forward with further testimony as to Mr. Sullivan's 
pre-trial identifications. The government chose not to 
avail themselves of this opportunity. 


4/ Arthur Dancy w 

There Is no inlicat 
City police had any 


if tnis 

wab not 
itlon in 
iy prior 


not a paid government informant. 

[ in the record that the New York 
■lor dealings with Mr. Dancy. 
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Officer Voeges^approached the defendant from either aide. 
Officer Voases asked the defendant whether ho had any 
Identification and whether he was carrying a Eun. When the 


defendant gave no response, the officers grabhed his arms, 
and Detective Vosges patted down his outer clothing. Upon 
feeling a bulge at the defendant's waistband. Detective 
Vosges opened the defendant's coat and removed fromhls 
waistband a .33 caliber Smith and Wesson revolver. 

The defendant was thereafter arrested^for, inter alia, 
menacing and possession of a dangerous weapon." He was brought 
to the police station where Officer Steffen, one of the 
policemen present at the arrest, advised him of his constitu¬ 
tional rights by reading to him from a form. The defendant 
was advised of his right to be or remain silent at any time, 
his right to have an attorney present during questioning, and 
his right to have an attorney provided for him If he eould 


£/ Officer Vosges wa3 th ? testimony con- 

fUcts^t^tSrrf^rd^rn^t^ we resolve the Question 
of credibility in favor of Offlcer\ Vosges. 

6/ There was a good deal of ♦ “nrfiJe^Vosq^saw'a bulge at 
ing concerning whether or no - feelln g the bulge. The tes 

the defendant’ o Ba J*J l)an 5*, p J, Dl » i 0 dc compel the conclualon 
tlmony In Its totality and simple Joel «« vlewlng an d 

f“!lng e 0 ? 1 hfKlS “ the defendant's waistband muat hav. 

occurred simultaneously. j 

National Bank. 

8/ Hew York Penal Law 55120.15. 265.05 (McKinney 1967). 
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not afford one. He was aleo advl.ed that anything he eald 

could be used against him In court. 

The defendant stated that he understood the rights 

of which he had been advised. Thereafter, Offloer Steffen 
ashed the defendant where he had gotten the gun, to which he 
responded,"! bought the gun for fifty dollar. In the street." 

The defendant eeeks to suppress the gun eelsed and 
the allegedly false ..culpatory statement taken from the 
defendant on April 13. 1973 by the Hew York City police on 
the ground, that the defendant*, con.tltutlonal right, were 

violated in each instance. 

Defendant*s motion to suppress the gun Is denied. 

At the time they patted down hi. outer clothing, the police 

nay not have had probable cause to arrest the defendant nor 

to conduct a full-scale search of him. Warden v. Ha y d en. 387 

O.S. 294 (1967); "-T*** nnUed Sta ^* 358 ° -3 ‘ 307 <1959> ‘ 
However, the police did neither of these things; rather, they 

conducted the type of limited search for weapons approved by 

the supreme Court In situation, where the police have reason 

to fear for their safety. 4*H--!aJ!UlUH». U - S * 143 
(1971); Terry v Ohio , 392 U.S. 1 (1968). In Ada- «• 
indicated that there was no hard-and-fast rule retiring, for 
example, the policeman’s fear to result solely from what he 
observed, but rather a court could consider all the circum¬ 
stance. surrounding each occurrence, and determine whether a 
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policeman's response to a particular situation was reason- 

V , 

able or not. 407 U.S. at 147-148. 

In this case, we find the officers' response to 
the situation to have been reasonable. Upon advice from a 
complaining witness that the defendant was armed and "bother¬ 
ing" him, the officers approached the defendant. Under the 
circumstances, the defendant's failure to respond to their 
initial questions concerning his identity and possession of 
a gun, may reasonably have been viewed as suspicious conduct, 
tending to corroborate the complaining witness. We find that 
these facts fall within the "lenient" test in Adams for an 
investigatory stop and frisk for weapons. United States v . 
Santana . 485 F.2d 365 (2d Cir. 1973). Once this "intermediate 
response" uncovered the weapon, the police had probable cause 
to arrest the defendant, and seize the gun. Since the de¬ 
fendant's constitutional protections against unreasonable 

searches and seizures were not violated, the gun is admissible 

10 / 

in evidence against him. 


£/ We emphasize that such a flexible approach is applied 
in this case only to a limited protective pat down or frisk 
for weapons: 

"The sole Justification of the search in the present 
situation is the protection of the police officer and 
others nearby, and it mu3t therefore be confined in 
scope to an intrusion reasonably designed to discover 
guns, knives, clubs, or otner hidden instruments for 
the assault of the police officer." Terry v . Ohio, 
supra at 29. 

10/ Our disposition of this motion makes it unnecessary to rule 
on the government's argument that the atate court suppression 
determination operates to collaterally estop the defendant from 
re-litigating the Issue in federal court. 
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Defendant’s notion to suppress his post-arrest 
statement of April 13 is also denied. 

First, since we find the seizure of the gun to 
have been accomplished within constitutional bounds, the 
subsequent statement is not a "fruit" of official illegality 
of the type condemned in Wong Sun v. United States , 371 U.S. 

471 (1963). 

Second, we find the defendant's statement to have 
been given by him voluntarily and following a complete 
recitation and understanding of his constitutional rights 
under Miranda v. Arizona , 384 U.S. 436 (1966). 

Defendant argues that his lack of formal education 

plus his "mental condition" negated or made unlikely the 

possibility of a knowing and intelligent waiver of his rights. 

We disagree. Defendant's only psychiatric evidence submitted 

at the hearing was a 1971 report from Matteawan State Hospital 

which indicated recovery from a psychotic episode. That same 

report indicated that the defendant "shows at least average 

normal intelligence." There was no evidence introduced of 

any mental or psychiatric infirmity in or about the Spring 
11 / 

of 1973. While evidence of his past psychiatric history 
might be admissible at trial as one factor in the Jury's deter¬ 
mination of the probative value of his statements, we cannot 


11/ From our observation of the defendant on the witness 

stand at the hearing, v/e find that he understood the ques¬ 
tions posed and was totally responsive and lucid. 
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say that such scant history negates the Knowing ana in¬ 
telligent waiver of his right3 which the defendant made 
prior to his April 13, 1973 statement to the New York City 
police. 

This discussion of the defendant's ability to 
knowingly and intelligently waive his rights applies equally 
♦.« vi*« Mav 31. 1Q7^ statement to federal authorities ( infr a) 


confession to the Federal Bureau of 


III. Defendant's 

Investigation . 

On May 31, 1973, F.B.X. agents Murphy and Cotton 
interviewed the defendant in the Hew York City correctional 
facility at Rikers Island concerning the January 25 bank 
robbery. At that time the defendant had several pending 
state charges, including a charge for possession of a dangerous 
weapon for which he was arrested on April 13- He had not yet 
been indicted for the January 25 bank robbery, but a com¬ 
plaint and detainer had been filed against him with the 
United States Magistrate on that charge. 

Prior to interviewing the defendant the agents 
were required by the Hikers Island authorities to get the 
defendant's signed consent to be Interviewed. Upon meeting 
the defendant and identifying theAselves, the agents advised 
the defendant of his constitutional right to be or remain 
silent at any time, his right to hive an attorney present 
during questioning, and the jrirrht tip have an attorney appointed 


nterviewed 
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if he could not afford one, as well as the fact that any¬ 
thin? the defendant said could be used against him in court. 
After so advising the defendant orally, the agent 3 gave him 
a form which contained ir. writing all of these rights and 
warnings, and a statement indicating that he understood and 
voluntarily waived those rights. The defendant signed that 
form and thereafter answered the agent's questions. Prom 
the answers to those questions. Agent Murphy wrote out a 
narrative, which he subsequently asked the defendant to sign. 
The defendant was unwilling to sign the statement. 

The defendant seeks to suppress testimony from the 
agents concerning the statement made to then on May 31 at 
Rlkers Island. 

First, the defendant argues, as with the April 13 
statement to the city police, his lack of formal education 
and his mental condition negated or made unlikely the possi¬ 
bility of a knowing and intelligent waiver of his rights. 

I*or the reasons discussed in Point II supra , as a matter of 
law, we find no merit In this argument. 

Alternatively, the defendant strenuously argues 
that, since he was incarcerated at the time on a related 
state charge (the weapon charge) and the agents knew this, 
they were obliged under Ma38la h v. United States . 377 U.S. 

201 (1964), to seek out his state-appointed attorney prior to 
questioning. Defendant also argues that the issuance of a 
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federal complaint and detainer made even more Imperative 
that the agents seek out the defendant-a attorney prior to 
questioning* although he had yet to be Indicted or had 

counsel appointed in the federal case. 

We find MasBlah Inpertinent to the facts of this 

case. That case Involved an Indicted defendant, already 
represented by counsel, who ». deceived Into making admission, 
to a government Informant posing as a confederate. This 
Circuit has, on several recent occasions, refused to eatend 
Messiah to cover situations where the defendant has yet to be 

indicted on the federal charge. Ilnltel States v. Haeullo,- 

F . 2 d_(73-1733, 2d Clr., Nov. 26, 1973) allp op. 509, 

515-519; VIMS* Ranlrej; - ’ “ 82 F ' M 8 ° 7 ' ® 15 Clr ' 

1973 ) or even to poet-indictment situations where the defend¬ 
ant la not deceived nor coerced, but rather given complete 

Miranda warnings. United States v^Jiflrone, «7 *- 2a 247 > 249 
(2d Clr. 1972). Nor need federal agents limit their question¬ 
ing to cases unrelated to that for which the subject ha. been 
arrested or Indicted. United States v. Ramlrea. suets; 

United States v. Barone , supra . 

Defendant would have us conclude that a defendant 

who hat been given full and complete^Mlrarda warnings, as w. 
find this defendant was, cannot voluntarily waive hie rights, 
as this defendant dll. without his counsel present once he 
has been either Incarcerated o h a state charge, or while so 
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incarcerated had a federal complaint or detainer lodged ^ 
against him. No prior case stands for this proposition* 
certainly not Hasalah ; and several hold to the contrary. We 
decline to reverse the tide in this case, where to do so would 
be ther to have required the F.B.I. to search out the correct 
one of defendant’s several state-appointed counsel, none of whom 
were previously known to them, or to have required the federal 
authorities to immediately indict, arraign and appoint counsel 
for the defendant on the federal charge and to then have the 
F.B.I. inform such counsel prior to questioning the defendant. 

Since we find that the defendant was fully informed of 
his rights and voluntarily waived them prior to his May 31 state¬ 
ment to the F.B.I. agents, testimony concerning that statement is 
admissible at trial. Defendant's motion to suppress such tes¬ 
timony is denied. 

Summary 

Motion to suppress: 

1. In-court identification of robber by: 

Mrs. O'Rourke: DENIED 

Mrs. Morrison: DENIED 

Mr. Sullivan: GRANTED 

2. Oun seized from the defendant by New York City police 


on April 13, 1973: DENIED 


12 / 


United States ex rel. L opez v. Zelker , 3**4 p ; Su PP lor ^ 
7s D W"Y 1972) relies heavily on the prior issuance 
Inin dement and the questionable nature of the warn^ 
and subsequent ''waiver. 
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r. 2 

, 

| I think. All right.. 

3 

• 

The reason why I want to raise it right now is. 

( 4 

if we are going to have it sent in, it has to be arranged 

5 

for right now, so you can't have any second thoughts 

6 

about this. 

7 

ar ® now the point where I am going to tell 

8 

you what the law is. I want you to pay, as usual, close 

9 

attention. 

10 

' 

Obviously, it goes without saying, but needs to 

11 

be repeated,you must perform your final duty of deciding 

12 

what the facts are in an attitude of complete fairness and 

13 

impartiality. You must appraise the evidence which -you -have. 

14 

heard and seen carefully and deliberately and without-the. 

15 

slightest trace of simpathy, bias or prejudice for or against 

16 

the government on the one hand or the defendant on the other 

17 

hand. 

18 

Let me remind you that the fact that the govern¬ 

19 

ment is a party to this law suit, that this law suit is brought 

20 

in the name of the United States of America, that fact does 

21 

not entitle t he government to any greater consideration than 

22 

( 

that accorded to any other party. And, by the same token. 

23 

• 

it is entitled to no less consideration. 

24 

All parties, government, corporations, individuals 

25 

alike, are entitled to the same consideration. They all 
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stand here in Court equal in so far as determining justice 
is concerned. 

As I told you at the outset, your function now will 
be to decide the facts. You are the sole deciders of the 
facts. You pass uoon the weight of the evidence. It is your 
job to determine the credibility of the witnesses. You are 
to resolve any conflicts which may exist in the evidence. 

You are to draw whatever inferences may be drawn 
from the evidence. 

Anythin, that I have said, anythin, that the 
lawyers have said with respect to the evidence is not to be 
taken into account by you in determining what the Met* are. 

It is your own recollection w»f-what you heard 'and -of what • 
you have seen that governs. 

Any rulings that I have made on objections during 
the course of the trial are legal matters which should not 
be in your minds when you are deciding what the facts are. 

The lawyers obviously have not only the right but duty to make 
objections, and whatever rulings I have made were based on 
the law and not because I had a view of the facts, not because 
there was anything in the facts which influenced me. 

I dealt only with the legal issues, so the rulings I have 
wade are not for you to consider. 

I an sure this goes without saying, but I again 
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2 

will state it just to make sure it is in your minds. 


r 

3 

Obviously, the personalities of counsel, and my 

* 

4 

own personality, should make no difference to you whatsoever. 



5 

Your job is to decide what are the facts. Anything that 



6 

interferes with your function as fact finders you should put 


% 

7 

aside. 



8 

I have also already mentioned to you the fact 



9 

that the indictment in itself is not evidence of anything. It 



10 

is just a charge. It does not have any bearing on the question 



11 

of whether or not the defendant is guilty. You must give no 



12 

• 

weight whatsoever to the fact that an indictment has been 


• 

13 

returned by a grand jury against the defendant. 


9 

14 

If you want to see a copy of the indictment, you 



15 

may request one. 



16 

Incidentally, Madam Forelady, if you have any 



17 

questions for me please put then in writing, give them to the 


* 

18 

marshal, and I will act on them. 


» 

19 

The defendant, Morris Hall, has been charged in 



20 

the indictment with violating a section of the criminal laws o t 



21 

the United States. Actually, it is Title 18, United States 


( ’ 

4 

22 

Code Section 2113(a), which reads, in relevant part, as follows 

. 

23 

"Whoever, by force or by intimidation, attempts 



24 

to take from the person or presence of another any property 


• 

25 

or money or any other thing of value belonging to or in tho 
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care, custody, control, management, or rtossession of any 
bank, is guilty o* a crime." 

The charge here in the indictment is as follows. 

It is very short, and I will read it all to you: 

"On or about the 25th day of January, 1973, in the 
Southern District off Mew York, Morris L. Hall, the defendant, 
unlawfully, wilfully, and knowingly, did, by force, violence, 
and intimidation, take from the person and presence of 
another money, to wit, aporoximately $21,00D*_ belonging to, 
the care, custody, control, management and oossession 
of, the Security National Bank, 1121 Madison Avenue, New 
York, New York, a bank, the .deposits.off which were then 
insured by the federal Deposit-Insurance Corooration." 

Then the indictment refers to the section of the 
United States Code which I have just mentioned. 

You will notice that the indictment uses Dretty 
much the same language as the statute which I read to you 
first. You may have noticed, however, that the statute 
speaks in terms of a taking by force or by intimidation. 

The indictment says that the defendant by force, violence 
and intimidation took money. 

The law is, and I instruct you accordingly, that 
the statute controls,and that in order to convict the 
defendant of bank robbery you need not find that he used both 
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force and intimidation, but only that he used one or the 
other. 

If you find, for examole, that he used intimidation 
only, that is sufficient to meet the statutory requirement, 
even if he did not use force. 

To find Mr. Hall guilty you must find each of the 
following three elements as facts, and, of course, beyond a 
reasonable doubt. And I will tell you what I mean by a 
reasonable doubt in just a moment. 

The three elements are: 

First, that on or about January 25, 1973, the 
Security national Bank, 1121..Mauison.Avenue,..Mew .York, Mew 
York, was a bank the deposits of which were ^.insured .Jay ..the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

Secondly, that on or about that date the defendant, 
Mr. Hall, took from someone else money which belonged to or 
was in the care, custody, control, management or possession 
of that bank, and that he did so wilfully and knowingly. 

Thirdly, that this taking of money was the taking 
by force or by intimidation from the person or presence of 
someone other than the defendant, Mr. Hall. 

I think most of the terms of these three elements 
are simple enough and require no elaboration. One may puzzle 
you, and that is the reference in the first element to the 
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fact that the deposits of the bank were insured by the 

federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. That is a juris- 

requirement. You will remember that the government 

and the defendant entered into a stioulation agreeing that 

at the time of the alleged robbery, January 25, 1973, the 

♦ . 

branch of the Security National Bank in question, the branch 
at 1121 Madison Avenue, was a bank the deoosits of which were 
then insured by the Federal Denosit Insurance Corporation. 

It is not necessary that the government orove 
that the defendant, Mr. Hall, knew that it was so insured. 

It is just necessary that the government prove beyond a 
reasonable doubt that it vsas so insureds Yos may take into 
account, of course, this stioulation agreed to by counsel - for 
both parties that it was so insured in determining, as you 
must, the facts with respect to that question. 

As to the other two elements, I think oerhaps I 
might say a word about intimidation. Intimidation may be 
established by oroof of circumstances that are normally and 
reasonably calculated to arouse fear in the ordinary* the 
average, human being. So if it happens that some extra¬ 
ordinarily timid oerson was out in fear by some words or actioi 
that would not normally frighten anyone, this is not what is 
meant by intimidation. 

On the other hand, if the proof shows that conduct 
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• 

by a defendant would normally be expected to oenerate fear. 


3 

then it is not necessary that those so affected would actually 

• 

.1 

4 

have experienced oanic. 


. 5 

The question, in short, is whether the government 


6 

has sustained its burden of showing beyond a reasonable doubt 


7 

conduct of Mr.Hall which was of such a nature as to be a 


8 

reasonable and expected basis for the creation of t'fear. 


9 

I also mentioned that the indictment charges that 


10 

the defendant acted wilfully and knowingly. The charge, I 


11 

remind you, is that on the 25th of January, on or about the 


12 

25th of January, the defendant took from someone else money 


. 13 

and that he did so wilfully and,knowingly. 


14 

An act is done wilfully if i$ c is^done ..voluntarily. 


15 

and intentionally and with intent to do something which the 


16 

law forbids. In other words, he acted with bad purpose 


17 

either to disobey or to disregard the law. 


18 

An act is done knowingly if done voluntarily. 


! 19 

intentionally, and not because of mistake or accident or 


20 

other innocent reasons. 


21 

As you can see, the purpose of requiring that it be 


22 

f 

done knowingly is to assure that no one can be convicted 


23 

for an act done because of some innocent reason, some mistake. 


24 

some accident. 


25 

Knowledge, intent, that i3 something that is in the 
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mind. We can't look into another person's mind. The only 
way you can arrive at a conclusion a3 to whether something 
was done with knowledge and intent is to take into considera¬ 
tion all the facts, all the circumstances, and determine 
whether the requisite knowledge and intent were present as 
a result of your examination of the surrounding facts and 
circumstances. 

Knowledge and intent must be and may be inferred 
from all the surrounding circumstances, including the natural 
and probable consequences of a defendant's conduct and 
action. 

You have heard a lot about beyond a reasonable 

1 * , '***’* ' ' -r -«• • 

doubt, the burden which the government has. The government's 
burden of proving the charges beyond a reasonable doubt 
extends to every element of the alleged crime. It is a burden 
which, as I told you, never shifts. It remains with the 
government throughout the trial. 

A defendant is presumed to be innocent. This 
presumption continues throughout the trial. It continues 
right now. It continues in the defendant's favor when you 
retire to the jury room. This presumption is overcome only 
if and only when, if it haooens, you find that the government 
has established its case beyond a reasonable doubt. 

Now,what is a reasonable doubt? Well, it i^)ust 
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2 

about what you think it is. The words pretty well define 

• 

3 

what a reasonable doubt is. It is a doubt founded in reason. 

• 

4 

It is one which arises out of the evidence in the case, or the 


5 

lack of evidence. It means a doubt which a reasonable person 


6 

would have after carefully weighing all the evidence. It is 


7 

a doubt which apoeals to your reason, to your judgment. 


8 

to your common sense, to your experience. It is not caprice. 


9 

mere whim, mere speculation. It is not an excuse to avoid 


10 

the nerforraance of an unpleasant duty. It‘is- not sympathy 


11 

for a defendant. 


12 

If, after fairly and carefully and impartially 

• 

13 

considering all the evidence] {you can candidly honestly 

• 

14 

3ay to yourself that you are ^nOt-satisfied of , tikeaguilt «o£ > 


15 

. 1. - 4 •» 

the defendant, that you do not have an abiding conviction 


16 

of the defendant's guilt which amounts to a moral certainty. 


17 

if you have such a doubt as would cause each of you as a 


18 

orudent person to hesitate before acting in matters of 


19 

inraortance to yourself, then you have a reasonable doubt. 

* 

20 

and under those circumstances it is your duty to acquit. 


21 

On the other hand, if after such a fair and 


22 

imnartial consideration of all the evidence you can candidly 

• 

23 

and honestly say to yourself that you do have an abiding 


24 

conviction of the defendant's guilt in this case, such a 


25 

conviction as you would be willing to act men in important 
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and weighty matters in your own personal affairs, then you 
have no reasonable doubt, and, under those circumstances, 
itis your duty to convict. 

One final word on this. Reasonable doubt does not 
r'ean and it cannot mean a positive certainty, a 100 per cent 
certainty beyond all possible doubt. If that were the rule, 
few persons, Kmver, guilty, would be convicted. It is 
oractically imoossible for a oerson to be absolutely and 
comoletely convinced of any disDuted fact which hy its nature 
is not susceotible of mathematical certainty. In consequence, 
the law in a criminal case is that it is sufficient if the 
guilt of the defendant is .established .beyond..* reasonable 

doubt, as I have explained .it to you.^not^heyand^ll .posa^hlh 
doubt. 

The Constitution of the United States, the laws of 
the United States, provide that in any criminal matter the 
defendant is under no oblgiation to testify, or, indeed, to 
come forward with any evidence, since, as I have explained to 
you, 4 * burden of proving a violation of law ie solely and 
exclusively on the government. 

Therefore, you must not consider in any way the fact 
that Mr. Hall, the defendant, has chosen not to testify in 
this case. That is his right, his right under the law, and 
you are not permitted to soeculate on the reasons why he did 
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2 

not testify. Nor may you draw any inference of any kind 


3 

from his decision not to testify, This right is one which 

. f 

4 

is shared by every defendant in every criminal trial in this 


5 

country, and it may not be used against him as a substitute 


6 

for or to supplement the evidence which is now before you. 


7 

There are two kinds of evidence, and you have had 


8 

both kinds in this case. One is direct evidence, such as 


9 

the testimony of an eyewitness. The other is indirect 


10 

evidence, more commonly referred to as circumstantial 


11 

evidence, the proof of a chain of circumstances pointing to 


12 

the existence or non-existence of certain facts. 

• 

13 

As a general rule, the law oakesL no .distinction A 

• 

14 

between direct evidence and circumstantial evidence. Each 


15 

is entitled to the same weight or lack of weight, depending 


16 

uoon the surrounding circumstances. 


17 

The law simply requires, that the jury find the 

1 

f 

18 

• * . 

facts in accordance with all of the evidence) both the direct 

19 

and the circumstantial evidence. 


20 

There is a very common experience which is 


21 

customarily used in this courthouse to try to explain the 


22 

difference between direct and circumstantial evidence, and 


23 

today may be a particularly approoriate day to tell you about 


24 

this example. 

' 

25 

Let us assume that when you came into this court 
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2 

thi.3 morning you could see that it was a nice day, the sun 

- 

3 

was shining. You had direct evidence that it was a nice 


4 

day. 


5 

Now, let's assume that we are in this courtroom. 


6 

and let's assume, also, that there are no windows in the 


7 

courtroom, and just about now, a couple of hours after you 


8 

came into the courtroom, a soectator comes into the room with 


9 

a hat in his hand which is dripping wet. A few minutes later 


10 

another spectator comes in with a raincoat and an umbrella. 


11 

both of which are dripping wet. You don't personally know 


12 

the weather has changed and that it is raining outside. 


13 

but the circumstantial evidence is that it probably* is 


14 

raining outside, and you are entitled to infer from th* 


15 

circumstantial evidence —— the wet hat, the wet ' ;\ ■ ■> 


16 

the wet raincoat — that it is in fact raining outside. 


17 

So, as I have said, the law recognizes no difference 


18 

between direct evidence and circumstantial evidence. 


19 

You have heard evidence relating to a statement 


20 

claimed to have been made by the defendant outside of this 


21 

courtroom, and after the crime charged in the indictment was 


22 

allegedly committed. This evidence should be considered with 


23 

care and with caution. The evidence should not be considered 


24 

by you, it should be disregarded, unless you are satisfied 


25 

beyond a reasonable doubt that the statements were knowingly 
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made. And "knowingly," as I said before, neans voluntarily 
and intentionally, not because of mistake or accident. 

In determining whether any statement claimed to have 
been made by a defendant outside of court and after a crime 
has allegedly been committed, in determining whether that 
statement was knowingly made, you should consider all the 
circumstances — the age, the training, the education, the 
occupation, the physical and mental condition of the 
defendant, his treatment while he was in custody or under 
interrogation, including among all the circumstances whether 
before the statement was made the defendant knew or had been 
told or understood that ha->waa not obXi Q ated to make the 
statement claimed to have been made by him, that any 
statement that he might make could be used against him in 
court, that he was entitled to the assistance of counsel 
before making any statement, whether written or oral, and 
that if he was without money to retain counsel of his own 
choice an attorney would be appointed to advise him. 

So, if you are convinced by the evidence in this 
case that any statement which the defendant was claimed to 
have made was not made voluntarily, you shoild disregard it. 

On the other hand, if the evidence does indicate 
to you beyond a reasonable doubt that a statement was in 
fact voluntarily and intentionally made by the defendant. 


N 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


you may consider it as evidence. 

There has been testimony that the defendant made a 
statement on Aoril 13, 1973, to the Hew York Police, tending 
to show that he bought the Smith & Wesson .38 caliber 
revolver. Serial No. 0184306, which you have seen. 

There has also been testimony tending to show that 
this statement was false. Exculpatory statements, when shown 
to be false, are circumstantial evidence of a guilty 
conscience, and may by itself have indeoendent orobative 
force. 
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There has also been testimony in this case 

(' 

3 

from eve witnesses to the alleered crime, concerning the 

4 

identity of the oerson who committed the crime* As with all 


5 

other evidence, you mav give as much weight to that testi¬ 


6 

mony as you feel it deserves. As with all other evidence. 


7 

vou are the sole judges of the credibility of that evidence. 


8 

In assessing the weight to be given to that 


9 

evidence, you may consider all the circumstances revealed 


10 

by the evidence concerning the witnesses’ observations of 


11 

the crime as well as the circumstances revealed by the evi¬ 


12 

dence concerning the witnesses’ in-court identification 

- 

13 

testimonv. 

• 

14 

In addition, vou mav consider the following:- 


15 

It must be recognized that improper employment of photo¬ 


16 

graphs bv the police may sometimes cause witnesses to 


17 

err in identifvino criminals. A witness may have obtained 


18 

only a brief glimpse of a criminal or may have seen him under 

► 

) 

19 

ooor conditions. Even if the police subseouently follow 


20 

the most correct photographic identification procedures and 


21 

** 

shot-' him a number of individuals without indicating* whom 


22 

they suspect, there is some dancer that the witness may make 


23 

an incorrect identification. 

• 

24 

This is so regardless of how any initial 

• 

25 

misidentificat.ion comes about. A witness thereafter is ant 
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nerscn actuallv 


-cing the 


of anv subseouent 


So, idcntification tostimonv, like anv other 
evidence, nav be fallible. However, taking this possibility 
into account, it regains your 3 ole province as jurors to 
assess the credibilitv of the eye witness testimony and to 
give it the weight that vou believe it deserves under all 

the circumstances.' 

* > 

I mentioned credibilitv, the credibility of a 
witness. To determine the credibility of a witness, there 
are a number of obvious thincs you mvrt take into • account?• 

ihe circumstances under which a witness testifi 
the witness’s intelligence, the witness's motive; did the 
witness have anv motive to overstate the truth or to under¬ 
state the truth; the witness’s state of mind, the demeanor 
of the witness, any relation which the witness may have to 
cither side of the case, any interest which the witness mav 
have in the outcome of the case, the extent to which a wit¬ 
ness is supported or contradicted bv other ev^don^o 


testimonv 


consistencies or discrepancies in the testimony 
or between the testimony of one witness and 


another 


cause vou to discredit the testimony 
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Ono or nor? persons witnessing an incident nav see or hear 
it differently, as you know from vour own experience. 

An innocent misrecollection, like a failure of 
recollection, is not an uncommon exnerience. So, in weiohing 
the effect of anv discrepancy which you may have noticed, if 
you did, consider whether it pertains to a matter of 
importance or to some unimportant detail, and whether the dis 
crepancv results from innocent error or wilful falsehood. 

If you should find that any witness has testi¬ 
fied to a particular point falsely, you have two choices — 
vou car. either reject all of that witness's testimony on the 
around that it is all tainted and not worthy of belief or, 
vou can accept that part which you believe and’-reject that: 
part which you don’t believe. 

You have also heard one expert witness. The 
general rule is that witnesses are permitted to testify 
only as to fact3, and they are not supposed to exoress their 
opinions, but there is an exception to that. 1 * opinion 

of a aualifiod expert is admissible and may be considered 
by you on a technical matter. The expert mav testify as to 
his oninion on a subject concerning which he has special 
knowledge. Thi3 is permitted on the theory that the advice 
of one experienced and versed in technical subjects will 

help vou in reaching vour final determination. . 

4 
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You muv consider the expert’s aualif ic.itions and 
his opinion. You may veicrh his reasons, if any, and give 
his testimony such weieht as you feel it deserves. 

Expert opinion, expert testimony, such as you 
heard, is purely advisory, advice to you, and you may reject 
it entirely if in your judgement you are not convinced by it. 

If, on the other hand, you believe his testimony 
to be worthy of some weight or of considerable weioht, that 
is entirely up to you. 

You ray, of course, not be influenced by the 
number of witnesses either side has called or by the number 
of exhibits received in evidence on one side as aaainst the 
number by the other. It is the oualitv of the testimony and 
the other evidence which counts, not the quantity. 

Now, you are about to retire and embark upon 
vour most important function which you have to perform — 
to decide whether or not the defendant is guilty or not 
guiltv. You must remember your oath that you have taken as 
jurors in which vou promised that you would well and truly 
try the issues in this case and render a true verdict. You 
must not allow emotion, fear, prejudice, bias, sympathy, 
to interfere with vour calm deliberation. 

The just determination of this case is important 
to the aov«rnment, it is important to the defendant, it is 
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important t-.o everybody. 


You must decide the case solely in accordance 
with the evidence, the facts as you find them, and the law 
I have given to you. 

If the government has failed to prove beyond a 
reasonable doubt each and ever'/ element of the offense 
charged, vour sworn duty is to bring in a verdict of not 
guilty. But if the government has carried its burden of 
proving beyond a.reasonable doubt each and every element 
of the offense charged, your sworn duty is to bring in a 
verdict of guilty. 

Under vour oath, you cannot allow a consideration- 
of punishment which may be inflicted upon the defendant, i-f- 
convicted, to influence your verdict in any way. The duty 
of imposing sentence rests entirely with the Court. Your 
function, your duty, is to decide the case upon the evidence, 
and you must not be influenced bv any assumption, any con¬ 
jecture or sympathy. 

Your verdict must represent the considered judge¬ 
ment of each juror, of all twelve of you. Your verdict, 
whether guilty or not guilty, must be unanimous. 

Now, vou v/ill have the opportunity to ' onsult 
with each other, to talk about the cane, to deliberate 
about it, with a view towards reaching an agreement. 
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You should listen to all of the arquments of 


your follow jurors, each or'uou, but you must not surrender 
vour conscientious convictions solely because of the op*’ ■ 
of vour fellow jurors or because vou are outnumbered. 

Each of you must decide thi3 case for yoursuli:. 
But you should do so only after impartial consideration of 
the evidence and deliberation with your fellow jurors. 

In the course of your deliberations, don’t 
hesitate to reexamine your views or to change your opinion 
if you are honestly convinced that your initial opinion was 
wrono but don’t surrender your own honest conviction as to 
the weight, the effect of the evidence, solely because o£ 
the opinion of your fellow jurors. 

As I indicated earlier this mominq, if any of 
you have any questions that you want to put to me, if 
you want to see any of the evidence, any of the documents, 
if you want to see the indictment, if you want to hear any 
of the testimony, to have it read back to you, send me a 
note through Mrs. Martello and we will do what we can for 
you. 

If vou reach a point in your deliberations where 
you think that vou are deadlocked — that is, there are 
so-manv reonle for one view and so-many people for another 
view -- and vosr'don ’ t think that it can be resolved and you 
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want to tell re this — Mrs. Martello, vou, may do so — 
but don't tell rne what the vote is. 

If you have reached a deadlock, just send me a 
note in ^our own words to that effect but don't tell me 
that the vote is such and such for one side and such and such 
for the other side; just tell me that you think you are 
hopelessly deadlocked. 

We will take a very short recess, during which 
I want to consult with the lawyers to make sure I haven't 
left anvthino out or misstated myself, and then I will bring 
vou back and send you all to begin vour deliberations. 

We will take a few minutes and, ladies and 
gentlemen, the time has not yet come when you can start 
talking about the case among yourselves. 

(Recess.) 

(In the robing room.) 

THE COURT; Yes? 

MR. BERMAN; With regard to the charge, I again 
except to all of that oortion about intimidation. There 
must have been a good page or two on intimidation and I don't 
think that was really an issue in this case. The defense 
was that it was someone else who did it, that it was not 
Mr. Hall, and we certainly, in summation, said nothing about 
intimidation or that there was no evidence or intimidation. 
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I take it there is nothing else. 

MR. BERMAN: No, your Honor. 

MR. SCHATTEN: Thank you, your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

(In open court; jury present) 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, counsel have 
asked me to review with you two or three points, just to 
make sure that they are clear in your minds. 

As I indicated, there is a presumption of 
innocence in favor of the defendant. As I also indicated, 
you may not take into account the fact that the defendant 
chose not to testify. That is his right. The defendant 
does not have to prove his innocence. On the other hand, 
the Government has to prove his guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt. With respect to the phrase "a reasonable doubt," 
you will recall what I said about that. 

One further point. The reason, if you have a 
reasonable doubt, underlying your reasonable doubt need not 
be a fully formulated one, an articulated one, or even one 
communicable to one of your co-jurors. If you have a doubt, 
a reasonable doubt, as I have defined it, then of course you 
must acquit. 

Finally, I referred to what I called an exculpatory 
statement by the defendant with respect to the gun. As I 
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indicated, there was testimony tending to show that the 
defendant's statement was false. I also said that an 
exculpatory statement when shown to be false i3 circum¬ 
stantial evidence of a guilty conscience and may have 
independent probative force. 

Of course, you don't reach that point unless you 
have first found that the statement was false. In other 
words, you must find that any statement made by the 
defendant in this connection was a false statement, and of 
course you must find beyond a reasonable doubt that it was 
a false statement. Only then mayjou take into account the 
further circumstance which I have indicated, that an 
exculpatory statement when shown to be false, which means 
when you have determined that it was false beyond a 
reasonable doubt, then you may take it into account and only 
then as circumstantial evidence of a guilty conscience. 

Gentlemen, anything else? 

\ 

MR. BERMAN: Nothing, your Honor. 

MR. SCHATTEN: No, nothing, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen, you may now 
retire and begin your deliberations. 

Mr. Dorner, Mr. Conte, we thank you very much for 
participating with us. It now develops we don't need you 
any longer. Thank you for your attention, and you are 
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IWZTZTtiM STATUS HOSPITAL 

(NAME OF INSTITUTION) 
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CITIZENSHIP: 

U-S.A. KK Resident Alien □ Non-ResidentQ 


SET: 

M TJ F □ 


MARITAL STATUS: 

S'nqle'O Married Q WidowedG Divorced □ Separated □ 


liAMF and ADDRESS OF NEAREST RELATIVE: DIAGNOSIS: 
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” 7.7 year old Black nolo was admitted to I-Tatteevran State Hospital 
7 17/10/71 from Groan Haven Correctional racility on a Forthwith 
■In* of Ccnaitaent, dated December 10, 1971# oicned by tho Hen. 

- ?nh Goglardi, under Section 4o8. Hie full torn will expire on 
f /t2. Information for this summary woe obtained from the com! tr. 
-••■tw, psychological report from Green Haven Correctional Facility, 
u ;;d 10/3/71 and several interviews with the patient. 
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ITo history of mental dloaaaea ore rovealr 
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Previous hospitalisations were denied. 




•■r.*L HISTORY! Patient woe bom 5/23/W* in Montgomery* f.i 

He dropped out of cchool in the 5fch r ~c.l - 
cr.iro lie was falling. States that his father io retirod bscziua of 
rational injuries. Patient claims he has bean a bGfcer , o helper 
to admission to jail# three ycaro ago. Denies use of drugs 
• alcohol. Psychiatric examination, dated December 3, 1971* 

~ i C:r :n Haven Correctional Focllity revealed, "This innate h:v 
n progressiva deterioration of his behavior and mental condition 
:: the pact eight months to tho point where he is pcychotlc* dagger' 
> *; f r.r .‘•if and others and no longer suitable for treatment at tbl- 
i tuilcn. Ho has a long history of crimes of assault.. Diagnosing 
\nold Schizophrenia. Recommendations Commitment to Dannemora 
,tc Hospital? 

- 'V-. 


Tr.lL T.ZOQTOt IIS has not yet bcen/t received but he wen 

received at Sing Sing Prison on 2/2'7 .'9 
r.r. sentenced to Maximum tern of four year? for crimes of Att" ■?. 
•j. p, ( indictment Ho. 556 1/60) which was committed on or oboiit 
UA 3 on which ha was "convicted by confess Ion" • 


T^f-UgllCT PHYSICIANS* 


Dr. I lax Dahl and Dr. Gilbert L*" 
report that he was "Very talluvfclv.) 
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\ ctrcunatentiol-when interrupted threatens to "calk out"* Cc—^llna 
•b-.ing treated unfairly, alnitn unruly and uncooperative r.rvi 
/ .wi'n’ng behavior. "I told then off", feels that ixo lo Justifl"! 

Vi ir. having this way. Admits chore terror. "I have no patience with 
cv-Dl'lity". I a ovealvo end go interview progresses, becomes lcud cml 
■—chc :to extremely poor JucVr.ent. l.'cnto to have his own wry ell 
tl:.3 tins. freforo to be in solitary ccnfinenont to bo ins In population 
cr hospital •" 

r t /•■mscicri CO !V.T7S.Vii>H: On admission bo had multiple piiysicnl 

' complaints for which no orgcnic baric 

wr.o evident. Ho chaws handwritten Writ of Habeas Corpus, Addifetadd-o 
the u.S. District Court, 4th Judicial In which ho has notarised end 
r:nrovcd for forwarding to tho court. In this ho purports to have barn 
Illegally transferred to Mattoewan Stato Hospital. Ho was clrcunctanticl 
ml insisted that ho docsn*t neod cental treatment. Ho corcpillno l 
"I 2'avo bean In solitary confinement in thlo coll (in Croon Haven) 
becarso I refused to stand up for count. Ko is very loquacious, dales 
cracial knewlcgo of the law, display's paranoid Ideas, claiming that 
I:s has been- discriminated against but doesn’t stGto ho:/ these dlscrlnin- 
aticna cnpiy to him. Denies alligations in commitment papers and d:niod 
!:s ever caused any trouble in Green Haven, except that cn 12/5/71 ho 
did thro*./ water cn ft phyo&eien and another tins throw coffeo on fas 
off leers there. Ka denies psychosis or cental Illness or emotional 
in-trbliity, but dooo admit that "I got a quick temper". Ho had no 
l:slrht and no Genoa of responsibility for his ccto for which ha 
o:succ3 as "Due to acting In a Irrational manner". 

..rg'T, GYtrfTC! COttPIEXt This is o strong, well developed, birds r~.\n, 

- ' ’ Ka has multiple physical complaints, Including 

stomach troublo end blurred vicicn for which no slgnlficr.it 

r.-,‘.c basis is evident during this physical cxcminatlcn. B.r. i :>/7?« 

* i.3 end regular. Heefct and lungs ars clear. Abdcrion hen no ccrrs 

cn i thsro is no evldonco of tendomoss rigidity or pain. Vision is £)/«-Q. 

r i ~'Z"'" l '~72 HISTO RY i rat lent was pieced on Mellaril 50 rags. DID, which 

1' >VJ^uuVlat* uIusoT Ills paranoid trends regarding the authorities at 
Green Haven Corr. Facility end psychiatrists peridot end ho eventually 
r.Vilttrd that ho beccmos angry. At Matt. Ct. Hospital ho aha/a that ho 
is an individual of at least ovorego normal intelligence, a parson who 
Is anxious end to no a, incocuro in hdo onvioonaont. 


-'.*Tt n7KF?c:i narHtCXj Thlo 27 year old calo has been in pricon fer 

—- 1 about three years v/horo ho has been in col it cry 

.*o of hostile and a~greooivo rebellious end lltlGious acting out 

fcsk-.vier* Ko finds difficulty in coping x;ith tho environment. Ke x;n 
1 • •,;i 3 or unwilling to diocuss his cries but admitted ho ccnfeased attempted 

-’ rr^T, nT*r!!C3Tf)j Chows paranoid ideation , antisocial behavior. 
lj “offuVburS^OO- Unspecified Psychosis- 301.7- Personality Disorder, 

r ’.ii"' 1 ’'(>i # 

-’"’•Tgt December 23, 1Q71 j Presented in diagnostic staff* nicv-vr?t? 

’ Mv.xo’d go offered as 1 299.00- Unspecified Pcychooio and 301.7- i-vcc.v lit 
Disorder* Antisocial. 
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STATE Of NEfl TORI • DEPARTMENT Uf MENIAL HTGIENE 

CLINICAL SUMMARY 


MATTZAV2AN STATS HOSPITAL 

(NAME OF INSTITUTION) 


HALL, MO Hill 3 


SEX: AGE AT AOMISSION: CITIZENSHIP^ 

M n?3 F D ^7_ __ __U.S.A. Q «e» ident Alien Q Non-Resident Q 


MARITAL STATUS: 

Single $ Married □ Widowed □ Divorced □ Separated □ 


NAME AND ADDRESS OF NEAREST RELATIVE: DIAGNOSIS 
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rr.nntvwY Q. 1972 « Patient wag today discharged from this hospital and 

returned to Groan Havon Correctional Facility to servo 
the remainder of hie sentence which expires on November 8# 1972. 

rar\L DIAGNOSIS i 299.00 Unepecifiod Psychosis and 301.7 Personality Dis¬ 
order « Antisocial. 

» 

r^mos ON DISCHARGE» Recovered from Psychotic Episode. 














